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O
n August 22, 1997, DSMC
Executive-in-Residence John
Hickok spoke with Daniel P.
Czelusniak, Director, Acquisi-
tion Program Integration,

Office of the Under Secretary of
Defense for Acquisition and Technolo-
gy (OUSD[A&T]). Appointed to the
position of Director in October 1996,
Czelusniak has now served one year
in the extremely tough job of integrat-
ing all defense acquisition and tech-
nology planning, programming, and
budgeting process activities. Simulta-
neously, he manages and directs the
efficient functioning of the Depart-
ment’s formal weapons systems acqui-
sition process and the application of
its program performance manage-
ment tools. 

Unofficially labeled the USD(A&T)’s
Chief of Staff, Czelusniak also oversees
OUSD(A&T) congressional activities,
including establishing coordinated
Departmental positions on defense
acquisition and technology issues.

With so many people, programs, poli-
cies, and other facets of the acquisi-
tion community clamoring for his
attention at a time when the rules are
changing daily, Czelusniak is a key
player in the Department’s efforts to
institutionalize acquisition reform. In
this interview, he talks about that role,
program stability and the recent
“Kaminski Initiative,” Congress and
the USD(A&T), and OUSD(A&T)’s
automation initiatives. Of particular
interest to program managers, he also
gives us an insider’s view into the
PPBS process.

Program Manager: Some of our readers
are probably wondering what the Direc-
tor, Acquisition Program Integration
does. The title is somewhat vague. Ini-
tially, it appears you’re the man holding
the purse strings, but that’s wholly inad-
equate to describe the tremendous range
of responsibilities you have. Could you
give us a brief overview of the major
areas you manage for the Under Secre-
tary of Defense (Acquisition and Tech-
nology)?

Czelusniak: The Director is responsi-
ble for ensuring that the efforts of the

OUSD(A&T) organization are inte-
grated and directed toward achieving
the objectives and responsibilities of
the Under Secretary. That includes
seven major areas of focus:

•developing defense acquisition
policy and governing the opera-
tion of the defense acquisition
process;

•promoting earned value manage-
ment of defense programs, and
measuring and assessing program
performance;
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•directing OUSD(A&T) action and
participation in all phases of the
Planning, Programming, and Bud-
geting System [PPBS] process,
including long-range programmat-
ic projections;

•managing OUSD(A&T) fiscal
resources;

•guiding defense acquisition and
technology congressional activi-
ties, including strategic planning,
legislative proposal development,
committee testimony, and 
reporting; 

•managing OUSD(A&T) manage-
ment information systems de-
velopment and operation, and 
providing the automation infra-
structure to meet OUSD(A&T)
customer needs; and

•developing OSD [Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense] policy govern-
ing contract advisory and assis-
tance services, and managing the
OSD studies program.

In addition to these stated responsibil-
ities, the Director provides advice and
counsel to the Under Secretary and
Principal Deputy on cross-cutting
issues demanding critical assessment
and balanced perspective . It’s a
dynamic and challenging role. Luckily,
I’m blessed with a completely dedicat-
ed and capable staff.

Program Manager: Before leaving office,
Dr. Kaminski said that achieving pro-
gram stability was the most important
piece of unfinished business left for acqui-
sition reform. Recently, OSD took a
major step in addressing the funding
instability problem by instructing the Ser-
vices to set aside money, beginning in fis-
cal year 2000, for financial reserve
accounts designed to deal with technical
risk in acquisition programs, something
you’ve referred to as the Kaminski initia-
tive. Since you’re the “point man” on the
fund, can you explain how it will work?

Czelusniak: There are actually two
separate aspects of the reserves that I

should mention. The first deals with
programming in the out years of the
future year defense plan. The second
deals with a pilot effort in the fiscal
year 1999 budget.

Beginning in fiscal year 2000, a pro-
gramming reserve of $250 million

will be established for cost
growth stemming from tech-
nical risk in programs. The

reserve will be stepped up each
year in increments of $250 mil-
lion so that by fiscal year 2003, the

reserve will peak and remain at $1
billion per year, thereafter. Compo-
nents will initially contribute to the
establishment of the reserve based on
their pro rata share of total annual
investment levels. OSD will begin con-
tributing in fiscal year 2002, and by
2003 will completely fund the reserve.

The lead year reserve will be liquidat-
ed in the budget as risks present
themselves in the form of cost growth
in programs. For example, the fiscal
year 2000 reserve will be liquidated as
part of the fiscal year 2000 budget
build. The remaining out-year reserves
will remain unencumbered. The Ser-
vice Acquisition Executives will be
responsible for management and liq-
uidation of their portions of the
reserve, subject to approval by the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acqui-
sition and Technology.

Again, the reserve is intended to offset
cost growth attributable to technical
problems. It is not intended to offset
program funding reductions resulting
from overall affordability decisions,
like quantity changes and taxes for
other Department bills, or to pay for
new operational capability. Some
examples of appropriate use of the
reserve are labor rate changes, and test
failure corrective actions or schedule
slips due to underestimation of task
difficulty for which the government is
liable.

Because there was a lot of concern
within the Department about our abili-
ty to sustain a reserve in the budget
and execution years, due to congres-
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sional prerogatives, liquidation was
seen as the only immediately viable
approach to achieving some measure
of program stability. Clearly, to be
wholly effective, we would want the
reserve to be maintained into the exe-
cution year. So, in fiscal year 1999, we
will attempt a pilot effort to gain con-
gressional support for the concept of
budgeting risk reserves in programs.

For this effort, the Military Depart-
ments will each select three programs
to serve as pilots. Reserves will be
explicitly identified in the President’s
budget at levels that do not expose
large amounts of funding. The idea
will be to select programs in which a
relatively small reserve provides a high
degree of leverage against technical
risk and uncertainty that might arise
in the execution year.

There is understandable trepidation
associated with exposing resources as
reserves. We’ve had preliminary dis-
cussions with senior congressional
staff and the Office of Management
and Budget regarding the reserve con-
cept, and received generally favorable
responses. The main concern
expressed was the manner in which
the reserves will be managed.

We’ve had a Joint OSD and Services
working group developing those man-
agement mechanics. Follow-on dis-
cussions will be scheduled with the
congressional staff to present the
results of the group’s effort and get 
a sense of support for the approach
before the budget is finalized. In 
the meantime, we are proceeding on
the assumption that we share a com-
mon objective of stabilizing program
funding.1

Program Manager: You were PEO for
major Navy programs prior to becoming
the Director, Acquisition Program Inte-
gration, so you’ve seen how the PPBS
works from both perspectives.

Knowing what you know now about the
PPBS process, do you have any advice for
program managers on how they can bet-
ter prepare for the PPBS cycle?

Czelusniak: Recognize the realities of
the process. It’s critical for program
managers to fully understand the
mechanics, functional relationships,
and competing objectives inherent in
the PPBS. The large scope and rapidi-
ty of the process necessitate anticipat-
ing events and planning inputs
accordingly.

Timeliness is critical since opportu-
nities for input are calendar-driven,
and once a decision is made it’s vir-
tually impossible to revisit the issue.
Program managers need to become
acquainted, and routinely interact,
with the appropriate program and
budget analysts within their own
Service and OSD organizations to
offset this limitation. PPBS is no less
personality-driven than most com-
plex processes that require human
interaction.

The interaction must occur through-
out the year, not just in the heat of
budget reviews. Keeping key players
in the loop as programs progress
provides an opportunity to both
ensure the program perspective is
accurately characterized throughout
the Department, and remain aware
of differing perspectives. Lack of
understanding and awareness are
typical characteristics of the process
when program managers don’t have
communicative relationships estab-
lished with the programming and
budgeting communities.

Sharing knowledge is imperative to
establishing trust. Program managers
who hoard information ostensibly to
minimize their exposure to bud-
getary impacts, do a disservice to
their programs. In the long run, 
a program manager’s credibility wins
more debates than impassioned 
arguments.

My final advice is, be prepared to com-
promise. The competing objectives
inherent in the PPBS process guaran-
tee that even when you have a persua-
sive argument, those other objectives
may prevail. Be prepared to trade three
pigs and a goat if necessary to get the

horse. Having a strategy for compro-
mise in advance can help you protect
essential needs without risking the
farm.

Program Manager: Is there anything
being done either to improve the PPBS or
to help program managers in the process?

Czelusniak: Before any process can
be improved, it has to be understood
by the parties trying to improve it. I
don’t dispute that the PPBS process
could be improved, but we need to
recognize what is wrong before
changes are made. In this regard, my
office has initiated an effort to exam-
ine development of a modeling and
simulation tool to help identify what
might be wrong with the PPBS and
provide improved understanding (and
thus help) to all participants in the
process.

The approach is to provide meaning-
ful, interactive training for both acqui-
sition personnel in the intricacies and
subtleties of the PPBS process (includ-
ing congressional appropriations and
budget execution processes), and
PPBS practitioners in comprehending
their impact on program execution.
Through alternative role playing, par-
ticipants can presumably gain insight
into the procedures and interactions
between the PPBS and acquisition
processes, and most importantly, the
motivations of the various players as
they try either to produce a balanced
defense budget, program for the huge
diversity of future requirements, or
advance their program.

Another, separate effort we have
underway is to automate the process
leading up to funding withhold or
release decisions during the appor-
tionment review. The current method
of verifying the necessity of funding
added by the Congress to various
programs is time consuming and bur-
densome. The goal is to facilitate
information sharing and processing
to ensure adherence to the intent of
the Congress while maintaining a
suitable level of Departmental lati-
tude to satisfy mandatory contin-



P M  :  N OV E M B E R - D E C E M B E R  19 97 5

gency needs and minimize program-
matic impacts.

Program Manager: What is happen-
ing in the policy arena to streamline
the acquisition process? How are the
overarching integrated product teams
working?

Czelusniak: A lot has been done in
the recent past to streamline the over-
sight and review process for defense
acquisition programs. For example,
the amount of mandatory policies and
procedures has been reduced to about
one-tenth of the former guidance. The
sweeping policy and procedural
changes of 1996 gave program man-
agers much more flexibility and dis-
cretion in formulating acquisition
strategies with tailored phases, mile-
stones, and documentation.

Acquisition policy has also been con-
solidated for weapon systems and
Automated Information Systems
(AIS). The previously separate guid-
ance caused program managers to
have to sift through reams of informa-
tion, and sort out for themselves the
common and unique aspects of the
applicable policy. The consolidation
resulted in streamlined guidance,
eliminated confusion, and improved
understanding of the unique aspects
of policy associated with the type of
system.

One of our great success stories is the
user-friendly Defense Acquisition Desk-
book that contains not only DoD acqui-
sition policies and procedures, but also
Service-unique regulations and policies,
the Defense Federal Acquisition Regula-
tions, and special-interest items like the
Year 2000 problem. The Deskbook is on
the World Wide Web, and we distribute
20,000 copies on compact disk when
new versions are released. It has
enough material to fill two complete
sets of the Encyclopedia Britannica.
More importantly, the information is
easily accessible through a highly effec-
tive, interactive search capability. It is
revolutionizing the way we learn and
practice defense acquisition. The
Deskbook Joint Program Office team

deserves tons of credit for develop-
ing and maintaining this invaluable
product. 

We’ve created a standing Defense
Acquisition Policy Working Group,
made up of Service and OSD represen-
tatives, to keep acquisition policies
current, and to continue to populate
and renew the subjects covered in the
Deskbook. The team meets biweekly
and is currently working on changes
to policy in the areas of the Informa-
tion Technology Management Reform
Act and Live-Fire Test and Evaluation.
The team is also providing examples
of how Cost As an Independent Vari-
able has been successfully applied,
and information on other transactions
authority, and software engineering
topics.

The single most important factor con-
tributing to the success of our acquisi-
tion reform and streamlining efforts
has been the use of integrated product
teams. By involving key participants
early and continuously, issues are sur-
faced sooner and resolved more quick-
ly. A good example of the impact of
integrated product teams is found in
the functioning of the Defense Acqui-
sition Board (DAB).

In 1996, after the application of inte-
grated product teams, 16 DAB meet-
ings were scheduled, but only three
actually had to be held to get a deci-
sion. This year, we scheduled eight and
needed only one. The reason trunca-
tion of the process was possible is that
the integrated product teams resolved
issues without a need to resort to the
formality and associated administrative
workload of a DAB meeting. 

The most compelling evidence of the
success of integrated product teams
comes from our program teams them-
selves. In a survey of acquisition com-
munity personnel conducted this year,
77 percent reported that the use of
integrated product teams resulted in
an improved acquisition process with
better products than the hierarchical
management approach of the past.
This was up from 70 percent in a simi-
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lar survey last year. Clearly, the con-
cept is here to stay as we all begin to
recognize and embrace the benefits of
teamwork and empowerment.

Program Manager: Since you have
responsibility for OUSD(A&T) congres-
sional activities, can you comment on
any initiatives being undertaken with
respect to the Congress on acquisition
and technology issues?

Czelusniak: One of our most impor-
tant responsibilities is to ensure we
have a coherent explanation and justi-
fication for our acquisition and tech-
nology program each year as Congress
reviews the president’s budget during
the annual authorization and appro-
priation processes. Congressional tes-
timony is of course a big part of telling
that story. This past year, OUSD(A&T)
officials, from the Under Secretary on
down, testified on the Hill on numer-
ous programs and initiatives, including
acquisition reform, modernization of
tactical air forces, ballistic missile
defense, acquisition workforce, con-
solidation of the defense industry, and
logistics reform.

In addition to coordinating testimony
before congressional committees, we
meet with key members and staff
throughout the year to discuss impor-
tant acquisition and technology issues.
We are also working on systemic
improvements in how we relate to
Congress. These improvements focus
on legislative proposals and communi-
cations.

Each year, the Department submits a
program of legislative proposals to the
Congress to amend or repeal existing
statutes, or write new statutes, to
improve defense acquisition and tech-
nology. To enhance the quality of our
acquisition and technology legislative
program, we recently established an
improved process for developing pro-
posals. This new process has two
main elements.

The first is a strong emphasis on team-
work. Too often in the past, the acqui-
sition and technology community at

large, including OSD and the Services,
has not come together on issues of
common interest to formulate integrat-
ed legislative solutions. The result has
sometimes been a set of overlapping or
even contradictory proposals. Need-
less to say, such proposals do not
stand a good chance of success on the
Hill.

The second element is early coordina-
tion. When Congress convenes in Jan-
uary, we need to be ready with a fully
coordinated, integrated package.
Unfortunately, this has not always
been the case. To remedy that, we
have already begun coordination for
the fiscal year 1999 legislative pro-
gram. We are optimistic that early and
full coordination will resolve con-
tentious issues and galvanize the
entire community around a strong set
of proposals.

The other initiative I’d like to mention
is related to external communications.
We are engaged in a new strategic
planning effort, which includes the
Services, to enhance how we commu-
nicate our acquisition and technology
goals in order to effect desired out-
comes. Since Congress is a major com-
ponent of our external environment,
this planning necessarily includes the
Hill, but it is really being pursued as a
much broader effort, targeting all ele-
ments of our external environment,
including Congress, the defense
industry, other federal agencies, inter-
national allies, and the public.

The Under Secretary for Acquisition
and Technology presides over a vast
collection of activities, everything from
developing a new Joint Strike Fighter
to improving military housing. With
such an extensive breadth of responsi-
bility, it’s easy to default to a reactive
mode as issues bubble-up to the sur-
face. Our strategic planning initiative
is aimed at becoming more proactive
in shaping the environment to facili-
tate achievement of key acquisition
and technology objectives.

Program Manager: Secretary Cohen
recently released his Acquisition Year

2000 Goals. One of those goals was to
“create a world-class learning organiza-
tion by offering 40 or more hours annu-
ally of continuing education and training
to the DoD acquisition workforce.” Your
office has already sponsored a marvelous
example of technology-based education
in the Acquisition Deskbook. Thanks to
your staff we also have the ACQWeb site,
which is already proving its worth as
another fine information resource for our
acquisition workforce. What other
automation initiatives are you working
on that will have a beneficial impact on
acquisition education? 

Czelusniak: First, let me say that we
have a responsibility in Acquisition
Program Integration to help support
the formal training programs being
developed by the Defense Acquisition
University and its consortium schools.
We plan to accomplish this by work-
ing toward three goals:

•fostering increased use of comput-
ers and the World Wide Web with-
in the acquisition community to
provide access to timely and rele-
vant information and training;

•working with the Services to 
develop and support funding
strategies that will ensure a co-
ordinated, community-wide mod-
ernization of the computer and
network infrastructure that sup-
ports our acquisition workforce;
and

•providing technical guidance and
leadership on standardizing the
information management tools
used within the acquisition com-
munity.

During the coming year, we will be
sponsoring three major information
management initiatives that will
impact a large segment of the acquisi-
tion community. These initiatives
include —

•enhancing ACQWeb, which is the
current OUSD(A&T) Home Page
on the World Wide Web, to allow
users to participate in moderated
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“chat” sessions with key acquisition
officials and routinely access (down-
load) audio and video-enabled files
on key acquisition topics;

•implementing an OUSD(A&T)
Intranet that will use web-browser
technology to allow our acquisi-
tion workforce to access sensitive
but unclassified information that is
not available on the publicly acces-
sible ACQWeb; and

•implementing desktop conferenc-
ing capabilities that will support
distance collaboration and learn-
ing via the Internet.

Each of these initiatives builds upon
the growing popularity of the Internet
as a medium for learning. Thus, it is
vitally important that all members of
the acquisition workforce have access
to robust desktop computers and reli-
able, high-speed communication links
to the Internet. That is why I am com-
mitted to working with the Services on
developing a coordinated funding
strategy to deal with the issue of infra-
structure modernization and desktop
upgrades. 

I would like to focus for a moment on
our initiative to develop desktop con-
ferencing capabilities. We believe this
initiative has the most potential to rev-
olutionize the way we collaborate and
learn. In a nutshell, we want to pro-
vide a means for people in the acquisi-
tion community to interact with each
other via the Internet on a real-time
basis, using both audio and full-
motion video capabilities. This would
allow us to conduct electronic meet-
ings, training sessions, and virtual
integrated product team sessions.

The technology to pursue this initia-
tive is rapidly maturing in the com-
mercial sector. It is essential that we
address this capability from an enter-
prise perspective, to avoid the prolifer-
ation of non-standard solutions that
will result in stovepipes within the
acquisition community. To that end, I
have proposed the establishment of a
Joint OSD and Services working group

to plan for this capability and to over-
see implementation efforts.

Program Manager: Now that you’ve
been in this job for nearly a year, what
do you see as needing emphasis in the
area of program performance manage-
ment?

Czelusniak: There are three things
that are getting our primary attention
in this area. First, the application of
earned value as a management tool
versus a reporting requirement needs
continuing emphasis. Second, the
transformation of the Defense Acquisi-
tion Executive Reporting Summary
(DAES) reporting process, from a
“one-way” to a “two-way” customer
orientation, needs to occur. Finally, we
need to develop an ability to identify
and manage total ownership costs in
order to optimize decision making.

Earned value began as a good idea 30
years ago but did not reach its full
potential until recently because it was
heretofore applied mainly as a govern-
ment reporting requirement, not as a
management tool. In its contemporary
application, earned value management
[EVM] has become a powerful mecha-
nism for effectively integrating cost,
schedule, and technical performance
measurement. As such, it has become
an effective risk management tool for
program managers.

The key to converting earned value
from a reporting burden to a manage-
ment enhancement is the conduct of
integrated baseline reviews [IBR].
These are reviews conducted soon
after contract award, or even before in
a sole-source environment, to ensure
the supplier and customer have mutu-
al understanding of contract scope,
schedule, and resources, with empha-
sis on items expected to be high-cost
or -risk. Unlike the former cost and
schedule control system criteria
[C/SCSC] reviews, IBRs are led by pro-
gram managers and their integrated
product teams. The object is to ensure
an integrated plan is in place before
work begins and the entire team
understands how performance will be
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managed and where risks lie in the
program. By placing earned value
information in the hands of the per-
forming integrated product teams, we
have virtually eliminated the audit-like
C/SCSC reviews of the past.

A good indication of the utility of EVM
is reflected by its increasing voluntary
adoption by industry, including com-
mercial applications. This trend lends
itself to the single process initiative
and contributes to reduced govern-
ment oversight. We also have ample
evidence to document the utility of
EVM on defense programs. The Air
Force JPATS, Army PAC-3, and Navy
F/A-18E/F programs are all excellent
examples of successful management
using earned value.2

The DAES is the quarterly report pre-
pared by ACAT I program managers to
address program execution status
against an Acquisition Program Base-
line for cost, schedule, and perfor-
mance goals, and potential problems
(early warning). In the past , the
process of DAES preparation and
review had what I would characterize
as a “one-way” customer orientation.
By that, I mean the process only had
value to the OSD staff and leadership
as a report card on program perfor-
mance. It had virtually no value to
program managers as customers look-
ing for resolution of problems identi-
fied in the DAES reports.

We are now on a course of transform-
ing the DAES process to be “two-way”
customer-oriented. We want to make
the process a problem-resolution
mechanism for program managers, as
well as a status reporting device for
OSD. For example, last November we
started collecting information regard-
ing funding-related problems from the
DAES reports. The information was
typically associated with future prob-
lems that would result if current fund-
ing actions or shortfalls were permit-
ted to persist.

This is information program managers
have been reporting all along. The
problem is, we haven’t acted on the

information to assist program man-
agers in a solution. We are now using
that information to categorize and
help solve specific problems, as well
as track systemic trends so future
problems can be avoided. The results
have been gratifying. The DAES
process is being transformed to rec-
ognize program managers as cus-
tomers who deserve service when
they identify a need to upper man-
agement. 

The last area of program performance
management I want to mention deals
with total ownership cost. That is, the
sum of all financial resources neces-
sary to organize, equip, operate, and
sustain military forces. It’s often
referred to as life-cycle cost in the con-
text of an individual system.

At the April 1997 PEO/SysCom Com-
manders/PM Conference, the Military
Departments’ senior logistics officers
unanimously reaffirmed the lack of a
robust cost accounting system as the
single greatest impediment to control-
ling and managing life-cycle costs.
Planning meetings were subsequently
conducted to address issues relating to
the control of life-cycle costs. As a
result, the Secretary of Defense estab-
lished a DoD Acquisition Year 2000
Goal to “define requirements and
establish an implementation plan for a
cost accounting system that provides
routine visibility into weapon system
life-cycle costs through activity-based
costing and management.”

We have taken the lead in Acquisition
Program Integration to establish, orga-
nize, and support a multi-discipline
team that will coordinate the identifi-
cation of customers and total owner-
ship cost requirements, develop near-
and long-term implementation plans,
and guide implementation. This will
involve near-term assessment of the
capability of current, activity-based
costing (ABC) and other systems, like
VAMOSC, to satisfy total ownership
cost requirements. The effort will lead
to identification and evaluation of
potential pilot ABC programs, and
development of an implementation

plan for a comprehensive total owner-
ship cost accounting system. 

Program Manager: We understand that
government sponsorship of the Software
Engineering Institute [SEI] was recently
transferred from DARPA to OUSD(A&T).
What is the significance of that move
with respect to program managers and
their responsibility for the acquisition of
software-intensive systems?

Czelusniak: The SEI is a DoD Federally
Funded Research and Development
Center that was created in 1984. Its
focus is on the transition of new and
improved software engineering practices
and technology to enhance the ability to
build, acquire, and refresh software-
intensive systems. The transfer of spon-
sorship from DARPA to OUSD(A&T)
signals a recognition that the SEI’s tech-
nology transition initiatives offer direct
benefits to every program manager con-
cerned with delivering and supporting
high-quality, cost-effective, software-
intensive systems.

As part of the transition of sponsorship,
we conducted a review of the SEI’s pro-
gram of work. The review team was
comprised of senior acquisition officials
from the OSD and Services familiar
with software engineering issues and
problems. On the positive side, the
review team stated strong support for
many of the ongoing initiatives at the
SEI, and for many of the products and
tools being produced. However, on the
negative side, a common observation
was, “Gee, I wish I knew about these
products before now.”

As a result, a major initiative to get the
word out on the SEI and its capabili-
ties, with respect to program man-
agers’ needs, is now underway. I
encourage program managers to inves-
tigate how SEI can help them with
their software challenges. Likewise,
program managers can help us by
identifying contemporary problems
needing the attention of this premier
center of software expertise.3

Program Manager: Tell us about your
management style and future direction for
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the Office of Acquisition Program Inte-
gration.

Czelusniak: I’d like to think I’m adap-
tive to different situations and people. I
don’t believe a single management style
works well in all circumstances. Howev-
er, there are some constants for me. I’m
a great believer in the power of team-
work, delegation of authority, and trust-
ing people to do their jobs when you’ve
told them your expectations, defined the
boundaries they can work freely within,
and equipped them with appropriate
training and tools needed to perform.

The Acquisition Program Integration
organization has a critical role to play

in developing coherent positions on
controversial, cross-cutting issues of
acquisition and technology for the
Under Secretary and OSD principals.
We are fulfilling that role . In the
future, I think we also have a role to
perform in facilitating the work of
DoD program managers.

Many of the initiatives I discussed ear-
lier have that orientation and empha-
sis. We need to recognize program
managers as customers of the policies,
procedures, and products we develop
in OSD, as opposed to viewing them
as compliance agents. Acquisition Pro-
gram Integration is uniquely posi-
tioned and committed to providing

that kind of customer service in the
future.

E N D N O T E S

1. For more information on “Program
Stability, The Kaminski Initiative,” refer
to Program Manager, September-Octo-
ber 1997 issue, p. 59.

2. For more information on “Earned
Value Management,” refer to Program
Manager, January-February 1997 issue,
p. 58, or visit the EVM Website at
http://www.acq.osd.mil/pm.

3. For more information on the 
SEI, visit their Website at http://
www.sei.cmu.edu_.
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